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Abstract 

Acute resource limitations and demands for better 
prepared teachers have resulted in the imposition of 
enrollment caps on many of our nation's teacher 
preparation programs. The subjects of this study 
included students who were selected to enter the 
elementary education program and who eventually 
enrolled in student teaching. Spearman correlations 
were computed to determine the relationship of 
admission board interview ratings and subsequent 
performance variables. The results support the need to 
maintain admission boards which include elementary and 
university faculty, school teachers, and advanced 
students, since each interviewer type appears to focus 
on different student attributes. 
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The Relationship Between Teacher Education Admission 
Interviewer Ratings and Subsequent 
Performance Variables 
Throughout the nation demands for increased rigor 
in the selection of preservice teacher education 
students have been rampant (Cruickshank & Cruz, 19B9; 
Goldman & Barron, 1990; Holmes Group, 1986). As a 
result, the entry level minimum grade point average has 
been raised to 2.5 by the accrediting body for teacher 
education (i.e.. National Association of Colleges for 
Teacher Education) and passing scores on standardized 
basic skills tests are now required by institutions in 
many states (Demetrulias, Chiodo, i Diekroan, 1990; 
Tate, 1988; Watts, 1980). Furthermore, a growing 
number of institutions are requiring teacher education 
applicants to submit to an interview as a part of the 
selection process (Benner, George, & Cagle, 1987). 

At the University of Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK) , 
basic skills testing was imposed in 1979 and the 
minimum grade point average was increased from 2.2 to 
2.5 in 1982. Beginning in 1985, teacher education 
applicants, like Law and Medical School applicants, 
were asked to interview before a board of admission 
upon successful attainment of other admission criteria. 
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Concurrent with the public outcry for strengthened 
admission standards was a cill for improved teacher 
preparation programs. As a result, some institutions 
have responded by increasing the clinical nature of 
such programs. Some institutions began limiting 
enrollment to certain oversubscribed programs so as to 
permit faculty to work more closely with students both 
on campus and in the field. Enrollment limitations 
have been viewed often as a necessary step to program 
improvement in fiscal environments which prohibit the 
employment of additional faculty (Freeman, Martin, 
Brousseau, & West, 1989). In 1983, the faculty at UTK, 
while in the midst of formulating its reform package 
was asked to determine the appropriate number of 
students which should be admitted to each of its 
preservice teacher education fields. As those reforms 
were fleshed-out and implementation began, the 
elementary education faculty in 1986 began limiting 
preservice enrollment to 75 new students per year. 
(This particular enrollment cap represented a reduction 
of approximately 40% of the number of students admitted 
to elementary education in 1985.) Three years later 
this cap was adjusted upward to the current 100 
students per year. 
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In strengthening admission requirements and 
setting enrollment caps, denial rates of students 
seeking admission to elementary education have ranged 
from a high of approximately 30% during the period of 
1986-88 to a low of near 15% in 1989 when the 
enrollment cap was raised. With such bold changes have 
come increased demands for accountability in student 
selection procedures, as well as in program 
effectiveness. The purpose of this investigation is to 
examine the relationship between applicant interview 
ratings and the subsequent performance of those 
students who were selected to enter the elementary 
education program. 

Method 

Subjects 

Potential subjects were derived from the 273 
elementary education students who were admitted to the 
Elementary Education initial licensure program during 
the period Spring 1987 - Spring 1989. Complete data 
were available on 93 students. 
Data Sources 

Data were collected on each subject's admission 
interview ratings, student teaching evaluations, final 
cumulative grade point average (GPA) , and performances 
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on NTE Core Battery and Specialty Area Tests. The 
interview rating form and student teacher evaluation 
forms arc available in Appendix A and B, respectively. 
Admission interview ratings 

Upon completing a minimum 45 semester hours, 
attainment of at least a 2.5 GPA (4-point scale), and 
earning passing scores on the Pre-Prof essional Skills 
Test (Reading = 7th percentile, Mathematics = 11th 
percentile, and Writing = 16th percentile), applicants 
for admission to the elementary education preservice 
program were interviewed by an admissions panel (i.e.. 
Board of Admission) . Panels consisted of a practicing 
elementary school teacher, an advanced elementary 
education student, a university professor, and a 
College of Education (COE) elementary education 
professor. Admission interviews, which are scheduled 
in the fall and spring, are approximately 25 minutes in 
length. Each panel member independently rated each 
interviewee on six variables, recorded a composite 
score (i.e., based on the variables), and made a 
recommendation of "should admit", "should not admit" or 
"undecided". Those six variables are the following: 

1. leadership potential 

2 . professionalism 
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3. teaching potential 

4. written communication 

5. oral communication 

6. poise/confidence/appearance 

Overall interview rating (i.e., derived from all 
panel members' composite interview scores) , GPA, and 
Pre-Professional Skills Tests scores (i.e., Reading, 
Writing, and Mathematics) were given equal weight in 
determining an applicant's admission priority. 
Applicants receiving two or more recommendations of 
"should not admit" from board members were denied 
admission even when such applicants' CPAs anu test 
scores offset the effects of their low overall 
interview rating. 

Admission to the elementary education program is 
granted to the 75 - 100 applicants per year with the 
highest admission priorities. Applicants who are 
unsuccessful in gaining admission are permitted to 
interview the following semester and as often as 
desired, thereafter. Unsuccessful applicants are 
encouraged to discuss the status of their application 
with the elementary education coordinator of 
admissions. Some unsuccessful applicants are 
encouraged to interview later, while others are advised 
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to seek other majors. 

Cronbach's Alpha was used to estimate the 
reliability (i.e., internal consistency) of the 
interviewer ratings for each of the four types of panel 
members. The following coefficients were derived: COE 
f^.culty = .89; university faculty = .88; school teacher 
= .88; advanced student ^ .92. Based on these results, 
a decision was made to collapse each interviewer's 
ratings into a single score. 
Student T eaching Ratings 

Each student ^eacher was evaluated independently 
by a COE supervisor and a cooperating teacher, using 
the same student teaching evaluation form. The 
evaluation form was revised in Fall 1989, and, as a 
result, 49 students were rated using the original form 
and 44 students were rated using the revised form. 
Both forms appear in Appendix B. Cronbach's Alpha was 
used to estimate internal reliability for both 
evaluation forms for cooperating teachers and for COE 
supervisors (see Table 1) . 



Insert Table 1 about here 



Based on the Cronbach Alpha results, it was 
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decided that the scales contained within each of the 
instruments could be collapsed, for each form and for 
both evaluators. This resulted in a composite score 
for COE supervisors using the original form, a 
composite score for cooperating teachers using the 
original form, a composite score for COE supervisors 
using the revised form, and a composite score for 
cooperating teachers using the revised form. 
Analyses 

Spearman correlation coefficients were computed to 
examine the relationships between the interviewer 
rating and each of the following variables: cumulative 
GPA, NTE Core Battery and Specialty Area scores, 
cooperating teacher and COE supervisor student teaching 
ratings. Comparisons of rankings of student teaching 
ratings with rankings of interview ratings were 
computed separately according to the particular rating 
form in use at the time student teaching was completed. 
Coefficients were computed for each interviewer type 
(i.e., advanced student, school teacher, university 
faculty, and elementary education faculty) . 

Results 

Student Teaching R atings Comparisons 

original student tea ching rating form> Virtually, 
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no relationship appeared to exist between any of the 
comparisons involving interview and student teaching 
ratings, using the original student teaching rating 
form. Correlation coefficients ranged from r = -.03 to 
r = .21. Complete data appear in Table 2. 



Insert Table 2 about here 



Revised studenii tea ching rating form. Stronger 
correlations were found for alj. comparisons of 
interviewer ratings and student teacher ratings using 
the revised evaluation form. The strongest 
correlations between ratings of students' interviews 
and student teaching performance involved the ratings 
of the university faculty and cooperating teachers, r = 
.56. A correlation of similar, but somewhat less, 
strength was found between the interview ratings of 
advanced students and cooperating teachers' ratings of 
student teaching, r - .49. The weakest correlation 
noted was between university faculty interview ratings 
and COE supervisors' ratings of student teaching, r = 
.02. The remaining correlations appear in Table 2. 
NTE commun ication Skills Test Compdrispng 

The correlations between interviewer ratings and 



ERLC 



11 



Interviewer Ratings 

11 

performance on the Communication Skills test ranged 
from r » .04 to r * .28. The strongest correlation 
found was that involving the university faculty 
interviewer ratings, r - .28; these were followed 
closely by the interview ratings of the COE faculty, r 
= .27. The weakest correlation noted between 
performance on the Cosimunication Skills test and 
interview ratings was that involving the advanced 
students' interview ratings, r = .04. Complete data 
appear in Table 3. 



Insert Table 3 about here 



NTE General Knowledge Test Comparisons 

Correlations between interviewer ratings and 
performance on the General Knowledge test ranged from r 
= .05 to r = .27. The strongest correlation found was 
that involving the university faculty interview 
ratings, r = .27. The weakest correlation involved 
General Knowledge test performance and the interview 
ratings of the advanced .students, r = .05. 
NTE Professional Knowled ge Test Comparisons 

Correlations between interviewer ratings and 
performance on the Professional Knowledge test ranged 
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from r « .25 to r - .36. The strongest correlation 
found was that Involving the COE faculty Interview 
ratings and test performance, r » .36; this was 
followed clos'3ly by the correlation of university 
faculty Interview ratings and test performance, r = 
.35. The weakest corr*?latlon In this series of 
comparisons Involved the Interview ratings of advanced 
students, r « .25. 
WTE Speci alty Area Test Comparison 

Correlations between interview ratings and 
performance on the NTE Specialty Test in Elementary 
Education ranged from r « . 18 to r = . 39. The 
strongest correlation obtained was that involving the 
COE faculty ratings and Specialty test performance, r = 
.39. The weakest correlation involved the interview 
ratings of the advanced student, r = .18. 
Cumulative GPA Data 

Correlations between students' interview ratings 
and subsequent final undergraduate cumulative CPAs 
ranged from r«.24tor» .35. The strongest 
correlation found was between school teacher interview 
ratings and CPAs, r « .35. The weakest correlation 
found involved university faculty interview ratings and 
CPAs, r = .24. Ccr^ t e data appear in Table 4. 
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Insert Table 4 about here 



Discussion 

UTK's revised student teaching rating form is 
yielding much stronger correlation coefficients than 
its predecessor form, particularly for those 
comparisons involving cooperating teacher ratings. 
Though stronger with the revised form, correlations 
involving COE supervisors are still markedly weaker 
than those involving cooperating teachers. 
Interestingly, university faculty interview ratings 
provided the strongest correlation with cooperating 
teacher ratings, followed by advanced student ratings. 
Surprisingly, the ratings of school teachers and 
elementary faculty produced the weakest and next to the 
weakest correlations, respectively, with cooperating 
toacher ratings. 

In all comparisons involving interviewer ratings 
and NTE test performance, either elementary education 
faculty or university faculty correlations were 
strongest or next strongest. Correlations involving 
the General Knowledge and Communication Skills tests 
were strongest for university faculty, while 
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comparisons with the Professional Knowledge) and 
Specialty Area tests were strongest for elementary 
education faculty. The ratings of advanced students 
were clearly the weakest across all comparisons with 
NTE performance. Considering all raters, comparisons 
involving Professional Knowledge end the Specialty Area 
tests yielded the strongest coefficients, whereas the 
comparisons involving General Knowledge and 
Communication Skills produced the weakest correlations. 

Among the various comparisons, none produced 
coefficients as similar to one another as those 
involving interview ratings and CPA. All correlations 
were positive, with the ratings of school teachers 
being the strongest and university faculty being the 
weakest . 

In conclusion, it appears that raters focus on 
somewhat different applicant attributes (e.g., academic 
accomplishments, professional promise, etc.) and as a 
group actually select better students than would be 
possible if it were not for the variety of rater types 
constituting each admission board, 
inmitations of Ltudv 

1. The findings of this investigation apply only 
to UTK's Board of Admission in Elementary Education and 
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are not to be generalized to any other board of 
admission at UTK or elsewhere. 

2. Since more than onr group of four raters was 
necessary to interview the large number of elementary 
education applicants, differences between groups may 
actually account fc^ some part of the findings. 

3. Evaluation by nature is a subjective process 
and, therefore, the findings of this study, which 
involve judgments in student selection and in teaching 
performance, are limited in their accuracy. 

4. The findings are limited by virtue of lack of 
independence of ratings, since it v/as possible for an 
elementary education faculty or school teacher to have 
been first involved with a student during the selection 
process and then later to have been involved with that 
same student during stud'^nt teaching. 

5. Finally, the findings are limited due to the 
design of this study which includes only successful 
students, (i.e., ones who gained entry into elementary 
education and who then advanced to the point of student 
teaching) . 
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Table 1 

Cronbach^s Alnha Coefficients for Student Teaching 
Evaluation Forms 



Rater 


Original Form 


Revised Form 


COE Supervisor 


.77 


.85 


Cooperating Teacher 


.93 


• 73 
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Table 2 

Correlations of Interview and Stu dent: Teaching Ratings 







Student Teaching 
Original 


Evaluation Form 

Revised 


Ratings 




COE 
Supervisor 


Cooperating 
Teacher 


COE 
Supervisor 


Cooperating 
Teacher 


Elem.Fac. 


C 

M 


.19 
49 


.21 
49 


.21 
44 


.35 
44 


Univ.Fac. 


£ 


-.02 

36 


-.10 
36 


.02 

23 


.56 

23 


Sch. Teach 


£ 

M 


-.03 
48 


.17 
48 


.08 
42 


.31 
42 


Adv. St. 


C 

M 


.10 
45 


.18 
45 


.12 

41 


.49 

41 
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Table 3 

correlations of Interview Rat i ngs and Performance on the NTE: Core Battery 
Tests and Specialty Area Test 



Interviewer 


Communication 
Skills 


General 
Knowledge 


Professional 
Knowledge 


opeciaxuy 
Area Test 


El. Ed. Fac. 

N = 93 


.27 


.18 


.36 


.39 


Univ. Fac. 
N = 59 


.28 


.27 


.35 


.33 


Sch. Teach 
N = 90 


.17 


.18 


.27 


.30 


Adv. Stud. 
N = 86 


.04 


.05 


.25 


.18 
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Table 4 

Correlations of Interview Ratings and Final Undergra duate Cumulative GPA 



Interviewer 


GPA 


Bl. Ed. Faculty 
N - 93 


.27 


Univ. Faculty 
N = 59 


.24 


Sch. Teacher 
N - 90 


.35 


Adv. Student 
N » 86 


.27 



ERIC 



?.2 



THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE. KNOXVILLE 
COLLEGE Of EDUCATION 
ADMISSION TO TEACHER EDUCATION 
INTERVIEW RATING 

Datt 



T«i«nh/Mi* Elementary Faculty 

^•^•P''^"* — University Faculty 

Social StCurity Numb«r School Teacher 

Advanced student 

Advisor's Namt 



1. Ltadtrship Potential 1 2 3 4 5 

(Inltlatlvt, Ability to motivate / / / 

Goal dlrectedness, Asserti veness) unacceptable Acceptable mgniy 

Oesirao'le 

2. Professionalism 12 3 4 5 
(Interest in teaching. Motivation) /-— / / 

Unacceptable Acceptable Highly 

Desirable 

3. Teaching Potential Abilities 1 2 3 ^ . 5 

(Orginizition, Sensitivity, /— — / /-- / 

Awartness of individuals. Unacceptable Acceptable Highly 

Ability to motivate. Social Desirable 
consciousness) 

4. Written Comnuni cation 12 3 4 5 
(Expression and mechanics / / / } / 

Unacceptable Acceptable Highly 

Desirable 

5. Oral Communication 1 2 3 4 5 
(Expression and mechanics /........./ / ^ ../ 

Unacceptable Acceptable Highly 

Desirable 

6. Poise/Confldence/Appearance 1 2 3 4 S 

/ / / , / 

Unacceptable Acceptable Highly 

Desirable 

Comments (Please make if average rating Is below 3.0 or If recommendation is not to admit) 



Q^*''*^l Admissions Reconwendations Should Admit Should Mot Admit Undecided 
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Appendix B 
Original: Used Fall I987~Spring 1989 

STUDi-Xr TKACllKR FINAL EVALUATION FOKH 
Cullrge of l^urat Ion 
The University of Tenni>ssee 



Nam of Student Teacher 



Ust 



Name uf Cooperat ing Teacher 



Pint 



Middle 



Sue. Sec. No. 



Perional 

A. Self 

Conf Ideoce 



t . Shorn little or no 
self confidence 



^2. Shows soMe 

self confidence 



1. Is general ly 
self confident 



4. Is self confident 
In all situations 



B. Critical 
Feedback 



_l . Ig. ores or rejects 
crit Iclsa 



^2. Accepts criticisp, 

does nol change behavior 



i. Arcppts critlcIsM, 
Modifies betiavlor 



k. Solicits crItlcIsM, 
Modifies behavior 



C. EnthuslaM 



1. Shows little or 
no enthuslaaa 



2. Is soaet ines 

enthusiast Ic 



1. Is consistently 
ent busiest Ic 



4. Generates enthusiase in 
others (students/peers) 



D. Involveaent 



I . Ignores requests 
for Involveaent 



2, Accepts requests for 
involvement , does less 
than what was asked 



). Arrepts requests for 
Involveiaent . fulfills 
request s 



4. Suggests Involvement, 
full t I Is plans 



K. Verbal 

CoHBunlcat Ion 



I. Frequently deaonst rates 
Incorrect usage 



2. Occasionally tlesKinst rates 
incorrect usage 



1. Demonstrates correct 
usage 



4. Has except lonal 
s^lll in usage 



F. Written 

Co— iinlcat Ion 



I. Frequently deaonstrates 
Incorrect usage 



2. Orcasionaily ilenKtn!;trat es 
Incorrect usage 



1. Demonstrates correct 
usage 



4 . Has ex( ept lonal 
ski 1 1 in usage 



Professional 

C. Student 

Relationships 



I. Is unresponsive to 
needs of students 



2. Is Intermit tent ly 
sens It Ive to needs 
of students 



). Demonstrates sensitivity 
to needs of students 



4. Ullllngly provliles exi r^ 
effort to meet sluilenis* 
needs 



H. Peer 

Helat lonshtps 



I. Self Eva luat Ion 
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I . Shows lit t le or no 

Interest In Interacting 
with peers 

I. Seldom evaluates 

perl*H»Mnce or behavior 



_2. Intermit lent ly shows 
interest in at t ivit les 
of peers 

2. Fvalualfs pei f omaiire or 
l»ehavU>r wIumi lequfsleil 
to ilo s<i 



I. Will ks we 1 1 witli peel s 



i ifiiital(>s sell evaluation 



4. Works hard to promote k»""' 
working relationships with 
peers 

It. Offers Insight ful 

suggestions after sell 
ex/a lual loii 



?5 



J. Klhlcttl 
■•havlor 



Occas I ona 1 1 y shows 
unethical behavior 



_2. Hiisl Im* r«*«inili»it to bt* 
ethical 



K. School-ralatad. 
Nofi*c lassrooB 
tasponslklllllaa 



I. Doas not assuM out -of - 
class rtsponslbl 1 It las 



2. Inlernil lenl ly A^Hxmts 
oiil -of 't- lass 
responslbl I il les 



Inst rwct Ion 
t. Praparatlon 



Doas not prapara for 
classroom Instruction 



_2. Soaet Ims prepares f<ir 
classrooM Instruction 



H. Subject Natter 
freparat Ion 



1. Doas nc" know content 



Is well prepared ^n 
areas , liiade(|uate in 
others (In content area) 



N. Ksplanatlon off 
Instruction to 
Stu4ents 



Frequently ffatlo to 
coMunlcate effffectlvely 
wlt|i students 



_2. Palls to cosHHjnIcate 
with so«e students 



0. Teaching 
Techniques 



Daaonst rates little 
variety In teaching 
strategies which are 
effffect Ive 



Irternlttent ly bses 
variety of leaching 
strategies which are 
effective 



P. Teaching 
Hater lals 



Daapnstrates little 
variety In leaching 
•aterlals which are 
effect Ive 



Internitteni ly uses 
variety of leaching 
•aterials wliith are 
effect Ive 



Q. Student 

Involveaent In 

Instruction 



I. Provides no opportunities 
for student involvenent 



Provides occasiontii 
opportunit les ior 
student Invol venent 



8. Kvaluat Ion 
of Student 
Perforata nee 



Seldoa atteapts to 
evaluate student 
perforatance 



_ 2 . P r ov I lie s I n f r 4* que n I « i r 
Inaccurate t'v.ilual lun 
feedback to sludonls 



S. Inst ruci lonal 
Ef feet ivencss 
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I . Seldoa effective In 
accoapl ishlng 

Inst ruct ioniil objectives 



2. Intermittently etfeitlve 
In acciMnpl 1 slung 
Inst ru( t lonal I Ives 



1. 



lW*fiionst rat es ethical 
Im^Iuv lur 



Never denonsl ral es 
unethit a I behavior 



Perforns out -of -class 

responsibilities for saoot h 
operation of the school 



Is self -Mot t vat xd; asstu 
extra responsibilities 
willingly 



^. Consistently prepares for 
c lassroosi Inst ruct Ion 



Displays evidence of 
superior preparation for 

Instruct Ion 



1. F.xhiblts broad subject 
■utter preparation 



Sipands student learning 
fro« that presented In 
teitbooks 



1. Coeminlcates effectively 
with students 



J^. Always cooMinlcates 
effectively during 
inst ruct Ion 



Kegularly uses a variety 
of teaching strategies 
which are effective 



Develops teaching 
strategies to Met 
Individual needs of 
students 



1. Regularly uses a variety 
of leaching Aaterlals 
which are effective 



Develops teaching 
materials to neet 
Individual needs of 
student s 



). Regularly Involves 
students In 
Instruct Ion 



^4. Involves students In 

all aspects of inst ruLl lun 
(Including planning) 



Tfiivliles accurate 
feedback to stiulent.s 
on a reguiai ha^is 



4. Recognizes Inpi oveinent s <if 
students on all levels of 
performance 



1 1 f et t I v«» In 
.!( ( ofii|i i ) sh hi|t 
I iisi I til t I (Ilia 1 

(ihjft t IVt*S 



KHei t fve In a< < (>»t* H i^hlng 
Mist lucr l<»nal <ibjei t Ives 
even when ton I routed with 
uns( luMluled inter lupt iims 
f f oM ot hers Q ^ 
^ I 



T. roaltlv* Affact 



^1* Palls to r«cognU« 
th* n—d lor a 
poaltlva Uarnlng 
ataottphara 



2. Provides a positive 
learning ataospherc 
for soM students 



Provides a positive 
ataospherc for 
•ost students 



, ^. Provides a comfortable 
learning atMOsphare 
for all students 



U. tohavlor 

NMiagMMit Plan 



1. Shows no ovldonco of 
behavior mMm§mmt 
plan for claasrooa 



_2. Has behavlo- Mnagcaent 
plan that Is difficult 
to enforce 



1. Has behavior •anagaaent 
plan that can be 
enforced 



_4. Has behavior aanageaent 
plan that Mats needs of 
all students 



V. Bahavlor 
NanagMnnt 



J. Shows llttla or no 
classroott control 



Is Inconsistent In 
controlling pupil 
bahavlor 



Consistently establishes 
and Maintains 

effective discipline 



Plans and laiplea»nts 
strategies for pupil 
self-dlsclpllne 



Co—ints 



Date 



Signature of Cooperating Teacher 



StuiM^t Teacher Release Request 

I request that this evaluation become a part of my Career Planning and Placeaent file. 

I hereby grant peralsslon to the College of Education, The University 
of Tenpessee* to release the contents of this evaluation. 



Signature of Student Teacher 



Signature of Student Teatlier 



er|c 9S 
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Revised: Used Fall 1989-Present 



1I» ynl««r«ll9 •§ Itm 



•f tlM4Mll TMClMr 



.1. a» Mif 



^1. G«Mr«lly Mlf 
cMff i4m% 



4. S«lf canfl^Mi %m 

• II •llMAllMS 



t. CrllUsI 



I. IpMfM •€ r«|*Clft 

crIllclM 



^2. 4cc«H* crUllclM* 

4M9 Mt ciMM 



Accept* crIilclM, 
M^lflM MMvUr 



4. Sollclia crIllclMt 
M4lfUa MmvIm 



_l. LIIIU M 



2. 



■ IMIIC 



CaMlttlMl ly 
MillMlaal Ic 



4. CMMralM willMiMB In 
QllMfa 4alu4Mila/^Mra) 



IttlllatiM 



I. Ic^rM f( 

ff«r iMl 



^2. ftcca^a reywits ff«r 
la««l««Hat, 4mmm mmlf 



1. Accafta r>^if» • for 

la««lv«MMil« 4mmm mi 



• l«««l 
• 9m MilalaMlat 



fffffHilMi 
I. St« 



llfttlWMlllH 



_l« UHrM^MMlw !• 



_a- UlsralllMlIf Mnslllv* 



4. Wlllliifly 9r*«l4«fl Mira 



I. LlllU or mm iMsrMi In 
Ulnrsclli^ «IIA ^•mtm 



2. UlnnlilMlIf 

UlnrMi U •cllvllli 
•ff m^t% 



^. Mnrfc* Mil «IIA pmm$m 



4. Umtkm Mr4 !• prwvin §mm4 
vorfclni c«UllM»«iilM«llA 



G. Bmm nf 
rrnf«Ml«Ml 

lllly 



I. ftM Ml ffttlflll 4lraclM 2. MMte !• raslnM I* 

•clMl rsifMMUIIIIlM Ml 4lr«cl*4 mImI 

tiiiwl»iim— 



1. VmUIIU 4lr*cln4 vcImI 

rMMMlklllllM 



4. U Mlf wiUalv^, mmmm 
••Ira •••9Mi^lklllll«« 
vllllMtly 



S«lf-tv^ltfnilMi 



^1. Itovnt •vnliMln* 

yrfnr — n c « mw MmvUr 



2. ■v«liini«« 
MmvIm < 
!• 4* •• 



^•rff^i 
iIm r 



1. I^UIM«« ••If •valMlInn 



4. Off^r^ iMlfAlftil 

•^^••llMM nflM Mlf* 
•mImI Imi 



I. ItliU^I 
•vUr 



I. OccsalMMlIf aImv* 
iMMllilc^l MMvUr 



J. NmI 
•lAlc^l 



roBlaM !• to 



•Ira 

Ur 



4 N»Mr 4«aMi^fr^f^^ 
MMlAICttl MiAvUr 



ERLC 



J. tc>Ml>r^Ul«4, 

MMI'ClM^r^fltt 

lUllllU^ 



_l !••• Ml 

cl^^« r^i 



UJBEifiA 

i. fr^M'***** 



Iklllll^a 



I. DoM nsi pr^f^r^ fat 
€%mmmtmmm iMlmcllMi 



^2. Im^ralllMlf 
ffiip—iUIIUU 



Cli 



immm ptm^wmm imw 
wmmm l»«lnicllMi 



1. r*rUffW OMl off Clara 4. la ••!! 0all«ala4| aaaii 

raafMwUllllU^ far aMMlli ~ aalra raa^MMUIIH 1^^ 
•^•r^llMi mf tkm acliool vllllMglf 

I. CMalalanlly pwfmtmm Ur __4 Blaplaya •«I4mc^ •* 

claaaroM InaliiKlIwi an^ilar ptaM'*^*^ 

l«alfMCl %mm 



30 



31 



t. MjMt IMl«r 
r?«p«ral %mm 



I. 



ptmpmwmt lo« 



4 Ia^«fi4a aiMAvni Uaraln 
l«alb»olia 



Willi Sit 



.1. rrttiiMlIf f«IU t« 
vltli amiMMa 



1. r«IU t« c«aMlcat« 
villi mmm vtwAMMa 



_1. tMMlcalo •ff«cll«Ml9 
null AlttAMla 



4 Always cflMMlCttlM 
•fl«<llv«l9 4iiffln0 
Inslfitcl Ion 



.1. UtiU af «• 99l0m€m •! 
•trataglM 



J. IntMVlUwtly WM 
••ffMf •! tMclilat 
•traiflsiM 



_l. IIbm • varlviy ol l«sck- 
lii§ alffslailva vHIrN 
•ff«cll«a In •cliltvint 
o^|«cll««a 



4 D»v«lo^a McntllMMl tMcb' 
lot aiffalvtlca !• mmt 

ln4l«l4kMl 



O. ttslaallM 
•ff 9t«iwt 



«•!• sittiaAt Mrff«ff«aMt 



1. IttfrafMal cr iMccurala 
•VSlMtiM f M i»«cfc 
^•Vl4»l StttiMll s 



1. Sl«i4Mila •«alu«i*4 

•ccuralcly on a i^||ul«t 



4. ■•ro|nlt«a l«fffo««aMita af 
mujMila tM all l«««la •! 

I*ri f «if 



Bt riM I. mm mwi^mf •! MM0i 

■am ^Im ff«ff clAMvi 



Mffarctt 



Iiif«ffc«a MnagMtnt 
^lan 



K A II al ««4anl m kmam 
Ml ^lan 



Q. ClaMr 



^1. tlllU •? 
CMlral 



«• cl«MM 



_1. !• lac— a I •! ant la 

ca«lralllag 9^%l MMvlor 



_1 Caiabllaliaa aa^ 
Mlaialaa aflaciUa 
4laclrllM 



4 ria • a«Ml l«rl«wala 
alralaflaa far ^a^l'^ 
aall 4laclrllaa 



i. Cli 

0f§aaia4tla« 



I. Lllila ac aa aklll la 
argaaltlaf tha claaara 
laaralaf aavlraaaaal 



I. Iaaffffarilv«l9 i 

llM claaaraas l«arala§ 
aavlraMMt 



). Nalalalaa r ffiMcllaaal 
claaaraan laaralaf 
aiMlraaMali aalacla 
apyrayrlata acllvlllaa 



4 Aaaaaaaa aa^ a4|aala llw 
aalllat la ^ffa«l4a far a 
vailaly al laaralaf alylaa 



ERIC- 



Sltna(«>t* i.otifni al Ing Taachai 



Dal a 



■ala 



I ra^aaai llial iMa avalaatlaa bacaw a pmwt af Uf Caraar riaaaln« flaiaMnl liu 



I hmtmhf tiaal ^rolaaloa la thm Callata af lAicallaft. 



Slgnaluia uf Slu4«ni Taaihci 
TWa Ualvarallf of TaMwaaaa. lo lalaaaa iha coniania u| Ihla avaUai l« 
~ Slt"«<u«^ Si«4anl Taatliai 



^3 



